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City of Santa Barbara
California

PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

REPORT DATE: March 31, 2006
AGENDA DATE: April 6, 2006
PROJECT ADDRESS: 1464 La Cima Road (MST2006-00065)

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Planning Division, (805) 564-5470
Danny Kato, Senior Plannexj&l/@//
Roxanne Milazzo, Associate P¥anner

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The 10,615 square foot project site is currently developed with a 2,000 square foot single family
residence and attached carport. There is currently construction occurring on the property which will
result in approximately 500 square feet of first, lower, and upper level additions, as well as the carport
being converted into a garage. Late last year, it was brought to Staff’s attention that a 31 square foot
portion of the upper level addition was approved, permitted, and built within the required twenty-foot
front yard setback. The discretionary application required for this project is a Modification to permit
new construction within the required twenty-foot (20”) front yard setback (SBMC §238.15.060). On
February 1, 2006, a Public Hearing was held and the Staff Hearing Officer made the required findings
and approved the encroachment. This is an appeal of that decision.

1L RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission deny the appeal thereby affirming the Staff Hearing
Officer’s approval of the Modification.

DATE APPLICATION ACCEPTED: January 12, 2006
DATE ACTION TAKEN BY SHO: February 1, 2006
DATE ACTION REQUIRED: Not Applicable
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SITE INFORMATION AND PROJECT STATISTICS

A. SITE INFORMATION
) . Agent: Syndi Souter
Appellant Tony Fischer Property Owner:  Scott McCosker
Parcel Number: 041-022-032 Lot Area: 10,615 sf
General Plan: Residential 3 Units Per Acre Zoning: R-1 One-Family Residence
Existing Use: One-Family Residence Topography: Steep Slope — 52%
Adjacent Land Uses:
North — One-Family Residence East — One-Family Residence
South — One-Family Residence West — One-Family Residence
B. PROJECT STATISTICS
Existing Proposed
Living Area 2,500 sf No Change
Garage 400 sf No Change
Accessory Space None No Change
Lot Coverage
-Building 1,655 sf 16%% No Change
-Paving/Driveway 511 sf 4%% | No Change
-Landscaping 8449sf  80%% | NoChange
ISSUES
A. ARCHITECTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW (ABR)

This project was subject to review by the Architectural Board of review (ABR) pursuant to the
Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance criteria for projects located on lots within the Hillside
Design District with slopes in excess of 20%. The review for the proposed additions and
remodel to the existing dwelling began in late 2002. The project was first reviewed by the
ABR in March 2003 and received a Final Approval on July 28, 2003. Then in May 2004, the
applicant proposed a change to enclose the carport and it was determined that such a change
required a Modification. The plans that the ABR reviewed prior to the garage modification and
after the modification approval show the same improvements as the building permit. These
plans include the 31 square foot area that is the subject of this appeal.

On December 2, 2005, the City received a request from the appellant to rescind the prior ABR
approvals due to concerns regarding a chimney and this modification request. Staff consulted
with the City Attorney as to the appropriateness of such a review and/or the need given the new
modification. Staff and the City Attorney concluded that although the appellants raised a
number of allegations with respect to changes in plans, violations, and Good Neighbor Policies,
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there was no basis for requiring a new hearing before the ABR and setting aside it’s earlier
approval. Further, because the plans involving the minor encroachment were the same as the
ABR approval, it was not necessary to have them re-reviewed unless the modification action
resulted in a change to the proposed exterior of the building.

The project includes an exterior chimney that has been of concern to the appellant, and is
discussed in the appeal letter attached to this report. Staff, however, is not commenting on that
portion of the appeal because it is not relevant and is not before the Commission for action.
The chimney was approved by the ABR and will continue to be constructed and inspected per
the ABR approval. Further, the only matter before the Commission is this area of 31 square
feet that encroaches into the front yard; all other aspects of the project are incompliance with
prior ABR approvals and the Zoning Ordinance.

B. MODIFICATION

This property was originally developed in 1982. Due to severe site constraints associated with
the topography and a recorded view easement over the property, a Modification was approved
to permit construction of the carport within five-feet (5”) and the second story from nine (9) to
fifteen (15°) feet from the front lot line. The Planning Commission found the Modification
necessary to secure an appropriate improvement on the lot and to prevent unreasonable
hardship.

As noted above the City also considered a modification request to allow changes to an existing
carport within the required 20 foot front yard setback. Initially the modification was denied at
the Modification Hearing Officer on January 26, 2005. Then the Planning held an appeal
hearing on May 5, 2005 and the modification was approved as new information was provided
with respect to safety and visibility. The Planning Commission approved plans include the
same minor encroachment that is the subject of this appeal. This area is directly above the
garage and involves a change from an open balcony to enclosed walls, a portion of a shower
and a window seat.

In order to approve a Modification for front yard encroachment, the Staff Hearing Officer must
make the required finding that the request is consistent with the purposes and intent of the
Ordinance, and is necessary to secure an appropriate improvement, or prevent unreasonable
hardship, or promote uniformity of improvement. It is Staff’s position that the following facts
support the finding that the proposal is necessary to secure an appropriate and uniform
improvement and is consistent with the purpose and intent of the ordinance: the site is very
steep and existing improvements are located near the street; the enclosure is within the existing
building footprint, there is a private view easement on the lot that restricts the area where new
construction is allowed; and that an enclosed wall with no windows facing the neighbor to west
is more neighborhood friendly than the prior existing second floor balcony while maintaining
the nine-foot (9°) front yard setback that was originally approved for the upper floor.

There are a large number of interested parties involved in this project. At the Modification
hearing, the appellant submitted several speaker slips. The speaker slips had a variety of dates



Planning Commission Staff Report
1464 La Cima Road (MST2006-00065)
March 31, 2006

Page 5

from December 2005 (12-05-05, 12-10-05, 12-12-05, 12-21-05) and a few were not dated. Itis
Staff’s understanding that a number of the people submitted the slips expressing that a new
review should occur at the ABR for the chimney (see attached). The Modification Hearing
included public input and new written material. All the testimony was considered prior to the
action. In preparation for this appeal hearing, Staff ensured that all interested parties noted on
the speaker slips were included in the notice mailing list.

Although the majority of the public input received by Staff has been in opposition, most of the
comments seem to be focused on other areas of the on-going construction, and not to the front
yard encroachment being appealed. Staff agrees with neighbor concerns that construction noise
and parking are nuisances, and this project has lasted a long time. It is our hope that the project
can be completed quickly.

V. FINDINGS

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission deny the appeal because the “as-built”
encroachment is set back the same distance as the second story that was approved in 1982, is
necessary to secure an appropriate improvement on the lot, and is consistent with the purpose
and intent of the Zoning Ordinance.

Exhibits:

A. Site Plan

B. Applicant’s Letter dated January 12, 2006

C. SHO Approval Letter dated February 7, 2006

D. Appellant’s Letter dated February 9, 2006

E. Applicant’s Letters in response to appeal, dated March 24 & 27, 2006
F. Neighborhood letters & speaker slips from various dates

G. Original Modification documents dated December 7 & 21, 1982
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¥ Souter Land Use Consulting
(R P.0. Box 50423

& Santa Barbara, CA 93150

(R (805) 695-0046

& syndisouter@aol.com

January 12, 2006

Modification Hearing Officer
City of Santa Barbara

630 Garden Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Re: Modification Request for 1464 La Cima Road; APN 041-022-032; R-1 Zone

Dear Modification Hearing Officer,

On behalf of the property owner, Scott McCosker, | am requesting a Modification to the
required 20’ front yard setback on his property at 1464 La Cima Road. The 10,615 sq.
ft. property is developed with a single family residence which is currently undergoing a
remodel/addition under building permit #BLD2003-02139. Once the construction is
complete, the property will contain a 2,458 sq. ft. single-family residence with an
attached 2-car garage. Construction began on the project over two years ago, and the
project is expected to be complete later this year.

This Modification request is the result of an oversight during the review of the plans
when the building permit for the remodel/addition was issued in November 2003. The
discrepancy was brought to the attention of City Staff in November 2005. In the sprit of
cooperation with the City, we are now taking action to correct the oversight and to
insure that all the necessary approvals are obtained to complete the remodel/addition
project per the approved plans.

We are requesting a Modification to the required 20’ front yard setback for the second
story of the residence to allow a 31 sq. ft. triangular-shaped second story addition to
encroach approximately 9’ into the required 20’ setback. The 31 sq. ft. addition would
include a small portion of the Master Bathroom and a small portion of the Master
Bedroom. The 31 sq. ft. addition would enclose a portion of the second story front deck
which was permitted with a previous Modification in 1982. Under another previous
Modification also granted in 1982, the second floor of the original residence was
permitted to have a front yard setback ranging from 9’ to 15, instead of the then
required 15’ setback. The 31 sq. ft. addition would not bring the second story of the
residence any closer to the street than the closest point of the original second story,
which is located approximately 11’ from the street.

Due to steep slopes and a recorded view easement over a large portion of the property,
only a small portion of the property is developable. The proposed 31 sq. ft. addition
would be located within the footprint of the original residence, and thus not expand the
footprint further. The walls of the addition were included in the architectural design for
the remodel/addition, and without those walls the front of the residence would appear

EXHIBIT B
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imbalanced. Additionally, the 31 sq. ft. addition has been designed to incorporate
structural members from the original residence, which eliminates the need for additional
costly structural engineering and components.

The benefits of allowing the 31 sq. ft. addition to encroach into the front yard setback
are: 1) it will not expand the footprint of the residence, 2) it will maintain the architectural
style of the residence, and 3) it will eliminate the need for additional significant structural
modifications to the existing residence.

If you have any questions or need any additional information, please call my office at
695-0046.

Sincerely, ‘
[zﬁ/@ah Soittey
Syndi Souter

cc:  Scott McCosker, Property Owner
Jan Hochhauser, Architect
Steve Amerikaner, Attorney



Directors Office

Tel: 805.564.5502
Fax: 805.564.5506

Housing &
Redevefopment
Tel: 805.564.5461
Fax: 805.564.5477

Planning
Tel: 805.564.5470
Fax: 805.897.1904

Building & Safety
Tel: 805.564.5485
Fax: 805.564.5476

630 Garden St.
PO Box 1990
Santa Barbara, CA
93102-1990

City of Santa Barbara

Community Development Department

Rental Housing

Mediation Task Force

Tel: 805.730.1523
Fax: 805.730.1528

423 W. Victoria St.
Santa Barbara, CA
93101

cc:

February 7, 2006

Mr. Scott McCosker
1464 La Cima Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

SUBJECT: 1464 La Cima Lane; APN 041-022-032; R-1 Zone

Dear Mr. McCosker:

At a public hearing held on February 1, 2006 the City Planner approved your request
for a modification to permit a 31 square foot portion of an existing second story to
encroach within the required twenty-foot (20°) front yard setback (SBMC §28.15.060).

This action is subject to the condition that all plans submitted for building permits in
conjunction with the approval of this modification shall show the “as-built” portion
maintaining the established eleven-foot (11°) front yard setback for the second story,
and building elevations consistent with the plans approved by the Architectural Board
of Review.

In taking this action, the Hearing Officer made the findings required by Municipal
Code Section 28.92.026; that is, the modification is necessary to secure an appropriate
improvement on the property and is consistent with the intent and purpose of the
Zoning Ordinance.

This decision may be appealed to the Planning Commission by filing an appeal with
the Planning Division at 630 Garden Street no later than 4:30 p.m. on February 13,
2006. If not appealed within that time, the action is final.

Subsequent to the outcome of any appeal action your next administrative step should
be to submit a copy of plans which clearly show the encroachment approved by this
modification. A copy of this modification letter shall be reproduced on the first sheet
of the drawings.

Sincerely,

¥ [y h
Bt W
Bettie Weiss, City Planner

Jan Hochhauser, Hochhouser and Blatter,122 E. Arrellaga Street, 93101
Souter Land Use Consulting, P.O. Box 50423, Santa Barbara, CA 93150

EXHIBIT C
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RECEIVED TONY FISCHER

Attorney at Law

FEB i0 2006 2208 Anacapa Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93105
CITY OF SANTA Sg‘?ggm (805) 563-6784
PLANNING DIVIS 805.456 3881 (facsimile)
E-mail: fischlaw(@cox.net February 9, 2006

John Jostes, Chair
Members of the Planning Commission
City of Santa Barbara
630 Garden Street
Santa Barbara CA 93103

Re:  Appeal of modification approved by City Planner on February 1, 2006 to
allow development within required front yard setback as part of project to
partially demolish and reconstruct the existing single family residence on a
hillside lot at: 1464 La Cima Road, Santa Barbara, CA.

Dear Chair Jostes and Members of the Commission:

On behalf of John and Kathy Cook, I am appealing to the Planning Commission the
February 1, 2006 action of Bettie Weiss, City Planner, acting as Modification Hearing Officer’, to
grant the request for a modification of the front yard setback for a project which involves
demolition, reconstruction and expansion on the exterior and interior of each of the three floors,
the roofs and the decks of the house at 1464 La Cima Road, Santa Barbara, California. .

The appeal from the Modification Hearing Officer is based upon the following:

1. The Applicant did not present a reasonable basis for approval of the modification to the
front yard setback. The house was built in 1982 and there was no showing why any increased
living space, if necessary or desired, could not be built outside the front yard setback. As
established by the decision of the City Council related to the front yard setback requests for
property located on Stanley Drive and the Planning Commission for property located on Junipero
Street, more is required before a modification is granted than merely a showing by the applicant of

! The ordinance adopted by the City Council creating the Administrative Hearing Officer
position and process is not yet in effect. Although present, the Modification Hearing Officer did
not make the decision. During the deliberations by the City Planner, the Modification Hearing
Officer suggested an additional condition requiring the project receive review by the ABR. She
reported that she had been informed during a recent meeting attended by several City staff that
ABR review in 2003 had been complete. It is not reasonably disputed that as part of the process
in 2003 no notice was given to adjacent property owners that a project application was
undergoing review by ABR or that it required any modifications or waivers.

EXHIBIT D
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a desire to construct within the front yard setback area. The house was built in 1982 and as part
of the review process was granted a partial modification of the front yard setback, with
conditions. The current owner has lived there for several years before moving out during the
ongoing demolition, remodel and construction process. There was no showing of a reasonable
basis to further modify the front yard setback.

As indicated, the project is under construction for more than two years. Although the need
for a modification to allow the expansion of the second story into the front yard became public in
late October, 2005, this request was only received by the City on January 12, 2006. The
applicant has complained of the hardship caused by a faulty Planning Division and Building
Division plan check. The staffs did not detect that new construction was proposed within the
front yard setback area. The owner and architect did not show on the drawings, as required, the
set back lines which would have revealed the violations. A failure to detect the errors of the
owner and architect is not a basis for waiver of the setback. The owner had actual knowledge of
the setbacks. He signed for the zoning information report provided during escrow. It included
specific reference to the setbacks. (See attached copy.) The architect would have seen the same
information, if it was withheld from the architect by the owner, in the repeated references to
setbacks and copies of documents in the street and planning files for this property. The architect
needed to review those files in order to prepare the plans for the expansion and remodel of the
existing house. In addition, the City application procedure advises the applicant and architects to
review those files as part of the process of preparation of an application. Hardship caused by a
total lack of reasonable investigation or by intentional withholding of information is not a basis for
granting a modification.

2. Bettie Weiss, City Planner, acting as Modification Hearing Officer, took action without
required public notice of the date and time of the hearing. More than 45 requests for notice from
interested persons had been submitted and received by the Community Development Department
for any application or hearing related to the property. (A copy is attached.) Notice was not sent to
the interested persons. Conduct of the hearing violated the City regulations and the Brown Act
which requires that interested persons, who request notice, be sent notice. Despite being
informed of the violation of notice requirements, the City Planner improperly closed the public
hearing and proceeded to grant the modification without investigating whether members of the
public had been deprived of the opportunity to attend or comment. She also did only a cursory
review of the written comments submitted at the meeting. (See attached copy.) It is noted that
the staff of the Planning Division under the supervision of the City Planner, while acknowledging
that it had failed to do a proper plan check, indicated a willingness to provide assistance to the
applicant to resolve the illegality of the prior approvals, by waiving the application fees. In fact,
the Modification Hearing Officer required that the fee, including the fee for mailing notice, be
paid. During the hearing, the Modification Hearing Officer did inform Bettie Weiss that the files
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of the Department had not been reviewed to determine names of other interested parties who had
requested notice and therefore did not know if all interested persons had received notice.

3. The approval of the modification violates existing conditions imposed by the City as
part of approvals when the house was built in 1982. When two modifications were granted for
the front yard for the construction of the house and attached carport, a condition of approval of
each modification stated that the project be subject to the review by the ABR. (See attached
copies.) At the time of the hearing on February 1, 2006, the ABR had not been requested to
comment upon the request for approval of new construction in the front yard. It has been the
Modification Hearing Officer’s practice and custom, with no known exceptions, to require any
request for a modification on a steep lot, to be submitted to the ABR for comment prior to the
hearing by the Modification Hearing Officer. Despite being informed of the requirement for ABR
approval as part of a prior project approvals and the customary practice, City Planner Weiss
proceeded to grant the modification without seeking comment from the ABR.

4. The City Planner, acting as Modification Hearing Officer, stated that she had not
conducted a personal investigation of the facts other than review the partial copy of the project
plans attached to the application. She did not conduct a site visit related to this application but
stated she was familiar with the street. She had been aware of the application to the Modification
Hearing Officer which had been appealed to the Planning Commission to allow garage doors and
walls to enclose the carport. It is not known to the undersigned at this time if the City Planner
had any direct involvement in the plan checks which failed to note the front yard, side yard or
height violations in the review of applications. In the normal process it would be the duty of staff,
who work under the supervision of the City Planner, to conduct a zoning compliance plan check
in addition to the plan checks required by the Building Division. The applicant suggests in the
project description that the modification should be granted due to the errors of staff.

In view of the errors acknowledged by staff, it does not give the appearance of fairness to the
interests of the neighbors to have the persons responsible for the errors making the decisions
regarding the granting of approvals.

5. In the prior approval history of this project, which began in 2002, in violation of
applicable rules, regulations and the due process rights of the neighbors, the full ABR did not
receive accurate notice of the size and scope of the project.. The project, erroneously described,
appeared on a consent agenda, in 2003. No notice was sent to neighbors. There was no public
hearing. It received consent agenda approval without public notice and despite the fact that the
agendas of the ABR state that ABR does not give concept, preliminary or final approval until
after other required discretionary approvals are determined. The project could not be approved
either on consent agenda or by the full board without the prior granting of a modification.
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In August 2005, after several complaints by neighbors resulted in an inspection, a cease
work was issued after determination that the construction was proceeding contrary to the
drawings on file. Two months later, the application was on the consent agenda of the ABR to
grant approval for the as-built walls and chimneys. When neighbors came to the ABR meeting
with photos and comments, the item was continued for one week and placed on the agenda of the
full board. That application did not mention new construction into the front yard setback. That
violation became public just days before. The applicant and the public were informed that the
applicant would have to submit an application for a modification before the requests could
proceed beyond the comment stage. On November 1, 2005, the ABR members, after hearing the
public comments, continued the item to a future hearing date but only after the following
comments:

Christine Pierron, Chair:  “The chimney—Well, T wouldn’t support any height whatsoever to
it and, 1 think it was a mistake to approve it and I do think that what we are doing now
consistently as a Board is that we do not support these detached chimneys. 1 think it
would be wise of us at this juncture given that what we are talking about 1s vested interest,
if we have to go to that, is that we have boxing around a flue. Do not think there is a
significant vested interest, maybe that’s not for us to say, I presume, but given that
thought process, it would be consistent on the part of this Board knowing that we could
make a bad situation much better by simply asking this applicant to look into finding ways
to make this much more slender and to reduce the height and still have a chimney element
which is still compatible with the design characteristics of the house which is nicely done
but we are dealing with the neighbors’ concerns. ....I am very strong on the position that
there should no additional keight.”

James LeCron: “T agree with both what Mark and Christine said and I think we would want to
clarify what Mark brought up that we can actually bring that thing down to the minimum
required that would make the fireplace function without pouring smoke back into the patio
and would be line with the manufacture’s minimum height or that chimney. I think if we
can get it reduced as much as possible, that is where I would want to go with this. ...”

*During the meeting, the applicant’s representative stated that he had presented the project
to the full board at the time of the original approval. That is inconsistent with the minutes of the
meetings of the ABR and City records, which state that a project was only reviewed on a consent
agenda. On that agenda, one member reviews the project without notice to any neighbors. On
November 1, 2005, no member of the Board remembered prior review of the project. The
drawings retained by the ABR staff from the consent calendar review had a specific reference as
part of the elevations to detail drawings limiting the chimney to 7.5 feet tall, not 11.5 feet, the
current height. .
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Christopher Manson-Hing: “I agree with both Christine and Jim. I think it was totally a mistake
to approve the chimney the way it is. I agree with the approach that Christine has if we
can research and look at reducing that chimney height down to allow something that is a
little more compatible and appropriate on the deck, I would support that. ..... I certainly
feel very strongly that the chimney should not have been approved and I would like to see
a mitigation and reduction in its mass.”

Mark Wienke: “I concur with all those comments. ....... I do think it is possible to use that
fireplace and that manufacturer’s maximum available height since we already approved it
as a board. Today we are looking that it be reduced to minimum possible size according
to the manufacturer mill ratings, nothing higher nothing lower. I think we could be happy
with that.”

Bruce Bartlett: “I will weigh in on this also. I am disturbed by the photos 1 think there is some
trickery going on. I think this fireplace has tended to grow in the field compared to what
is on the plans but not having done a site visit, it is hard for me to verify. But, I think in
order to support the extension of the wing wall to add to the privacy there, I think it only
fair to reduce the mass of the fireplace out at the point of the deck where it doesn’t really
impede privacy there at that location. I think it would be a worthwhile trade off for me in
order to get the screen wall and I do think that the chimney is exceedingly tall for its
necessity out on the deck so I would be supportive of the other considerations if we can
look at the minimum standards for the catalog for that particular unit.”

- That application was subsequently withdrawn and abandoned by the Applicant.

The project is located on a lot with a 50% slope. The drop off begins under the building.
Because of the slope, the site does not meet open yard requirements. The project involves an
expansion of more than 540 square feet. The building height, as again noted during the purported
hearing before the City Planner acting as Modification Hearing Officer, exceeds the City’s
maximum height of 30 feet. The project includes an ugly and view blocking 11.5 foot chimney on
the newly constructed first floor roof deck. The project requires several modifications on the
front and side yards. Numerous statements were submitted by neighbors to Bettie Weiss
requesting that all matters regarding this project be reviewed before any approvals are granted.

Each of the above circumstances should and would usually require full ABR review
because it impacts the matters usually considered as impacting public health and safety and the
appearance of the three story building on a steep slope. In addition, the house is undergoing a
complete reconstruction with new outside stairs, new exterior finish, new electrical, and new large
steel framed windows which face the hillside. Past ABR agenda descriptions were not accurate as
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to the scope and size of the project. Although described sometimes as constructing a room under
an existing deck, the deck and its supporting caissons were actually demolished and removed.
New walls and a new roof/deck were constructed. Until the aborted review in November 2005,
at each opportunity for notice and public hearing regarding the project, the staff chose to not send
notice to neighbors. Staff prevented hearings at the ABR. As stated above, when notice and
hearing were provided for consideration of an as-built further expansion of a part of the project,
the full ABR unanimously condemned the project.

It is requested that the Planning Commission conduct a noticed public hearing regarding
this matter and that it request comments from the ABR regarding this project.

Very truly yours,

Attorney

Attachments
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5. MODIFICATIONS, VARIANCES, CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS, LANDMARKS DISTRICTS, AND OTHER DISCRE-
TIONARY LAND USE PERMITS OR DECISIONS AFFECTING THIS PROPERTY:
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THIS REPORT DOES NOT INCLUDE ANALYSIS OF THE PROVISIONS OF THE SOLAR ACCESS ORDINANCE,
SANTA BARBARR MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTER 28.11, AS IT APPLIES TO THIS PROPERTY. QUESTIONS
g?¥%€§ﬁéggyTg§F§g§ACT OF THE ORDINANCE ON SPECIFIC STRUCTURES SHOULD BE ADDRESSED TO THE



SANT&ARBARA CITY PLANNING COMM{SSIO'
RESOLUTIONNO. _117

SUBJECT: Application of Larry Bissell for a modification of provisions of Section
28 15.060.1 of Title 2B of the Municipal Code of the City of Santa Barbara,
the Zoning Ordinance, as applied to City Parcel 41-022-32 located at
1464 La €ima Road in a R-1 one family residence zone, in order to
permit a two(2) car carport to be located five (5) feet from the front
7ot line instead of being set back the required twenty (20) feetf.

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission has held the required public hearing
on the above application; and the applicant was _present .

WHEREAS, 0 persons appeared to speak in favor of the application and
0 persons appeared to speak in opposition thereto, and the following exhibits
were presented for the record:

Plot plan & Tocation map
Elevations
Applicant's letter, undated

y and

WHEREAS, the matter having been fully considered by this Commission, the
Planning Commission finds as follows:
That it is an appropriate improvement on the lot.

NOW, THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED that the City Planning Commission hereby
approves the subject request, subject to the following conditions:

1. The owner record a deed restriction that the carport will not be
enciosed in a manner so as to reduce the visibility of any vehicle
entering into or exiting from the carport.

2. The owner waives the right to protest the formation of any and all
pubiic improvement districts.

3. The Architectural Board of Review shall review the project in 1ight
of keeping the structure as far from the road as possible.

4. Mo structures shall be permitted in the shaded area on the site plan
as submitted by the applicant.

Passed and adopted this 2nd day of _December , 1982 | by the
planning Commission of the City of Santa Barbara, by the following vote:

AYES: 6 Abstained: 0

NOES: 0 Absent:

CITY PLANMING COMMISSION
SANTA BARBARA, CALTFORNIA

I hereby certify that the above Resolution was adopted by the Santa Barbara City
Planning Commission at its meeting of the above date.

bon WL lezcete

Secretary

Decenber 7, 1982
Date

NOTE: This action of the City Planning Commission shall become effective ten [10)
days from date of mailing of this rasolution copy. unless appealed to City Council
within that time.




HJTA BARBARA CITY PLANNING COMM@'—@N

RESOLUTION NO. 125

_ Application of Larry Bissell for a modification of provisions of Sec-

SUBJECT: ¢ion 28.15.060.1 of Title 28 of the Municipal Code of the City of Santa
Barbara, the Municipal Code of the City of Santa Barbara, the Zoning
Ordinance, as applied to City Parcel 21-022-32 located at 1464 ta Cima
Road in an R-T one family residence zone, in order to permit the second
story portion of a proposed residence to be located at setbacks varyind
from nine (9) to fifteen (15) feet instead of being set back the required
fifteen (15) feet.

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commiséion has held the required public hearing
on the apove application; and the applicant was present .

WHEREAS, O persons appeared to speak in favor of the application and
) 0  persons appeared to speak in opposition thereto, and the following exhibits
were presented for the record:

Piot plan and location map
Elevations

Applicant's letter, undated

revised plot plan submitted 12/16/82

; and

WHEREAS, the matter having been fully considered by this Commission, the
Planning Commission finds as follows:

That it is necessary to secure an appropriate improvement on the ot
and to prevent unreasonable hardship.

NOW, THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED that the City Planning Commission hereby
approves the subject request, subject to the following conditions:

1. The owner record a deed restriction that the carport will not be
enclosed in & manner so as to reduce the visibi1ity of any vehicle
entering into or exiting from the carport.

5. The owner waives the right to protest the formation of any and all
public improvement districts.

A
3. The Architectural Board of Review shall reveiw the project.

No structures shall be permitted in the shaded area on the submitted plan.

passed and adopted this _1gth day of December , 1982 , by the
Planning Commission of the City of Santa Barbara, by the following vote:

AYES: 7 Abstained: ¢

NMOES: O Absent: 0

CITY PLANMING COMMISSION
SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA

I hereby certify that the above Reso1ution was adopted by the Santa Barbara City
Planning Commission at its meeting of the above date.

Secretary

December 21, 1982
Date

NOTE:  This action of the City Planning Commission shall become effective ten {10)
days from date of mailing of this resolution copy, unless appeated to City Council
within that time.
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21 East Carrillo Street HATCH & PARENT BY:

Santa Barbara, CA 93101 A Law Corporation

Telephone: (805) 963-7000 (805) 882-1407

Fax: (805) 965-4333 SAmerikaner@HatchParent.com
March 24, 2006 MAR 2 4 2006

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

By Hand BLANNING DIVISION

John Jostes, Chair and Members of the Planning Commission
City of Santa Barbara

P.O. Drawer 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Re: Your April 6, 2006 Agenda
1464 La Cima Road (applicants: Scott and Katrina McCosker)

Dear Chair Jostes and Members of the Commission:

This letter is submitted on behalf of the applicants, Scott and Katrina McCosker, the
owners of the property at 1464 La Cima Road. The McCoskers were granted a front setback
modification by the Hearing Officer. An appeal was filed by the McCoskers’ next door
neighbors — John and Kathy Cook — and that appeal is scheduled to be heard by your
Commission on April 6, 2006.

Summary
The McCoskers offer the following points for your consideration:

1. Scope of Appeal. The Hearing Officer decision is very specific: it grants a
modification from the 20° front yard setback requirement for a 31 s.f. triangular shaped second
floor addition. For unexplained reasons, the appeal letter wanders far beyond that setback
modification approval. It goes on at length about work in other parts of the house, other
decisions made by other city staff and agencies (and not appealed at the time) and into numerous
outlandish allegations that have nothing to do with this appeal. We ask that the appeal hearing
be confined to the issues legally before the Commission.

2. The Modification Was Properly Granted. = The Hearing Officer reached the
correct result given the municipal code standards and the facts of this case. There is no reason to
overturn her judgment.

Facts of the Appeal

The house was built in 1982 on a 10,615 square foot lot. The original building permit
was issued pursuant to a front yard setback modification allowing a carport and second story
deck to have a setback ranging from 9’ to 15’ instead of the required 15 and 20’ respectively.

SB 390045 v2:011236.0001
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John Jostes, Chair and Members of the Planning Commission
March 24, 2006
Page 2

The carport and deck setback permitted for this house was consistent with the other houses in the
neighborhood.

Scott McCosker purchased the property in 1989. He and his wife began to plan their
remodel of the house in 2002, and eventually decided to also enclose the carport. When the
remodel is completed, the house will be 2,458 sf with an attached two-car garage. Construction
began on the project over two years ago, and is expected to be completed in late 2006. In
preparing those plans, the McCoskers were careful to avoid any improvements within a recorded
view easement over their backyard granted to the Cooks by the McCoskers’ predecessor.

The planned remodel involves changes to all areas of the house, including the front and
back. The original remodel plans clearly include a 31° triangular-shaped addition to the second
story, on the front side of the house. This small addition includes a minor enlargement of the
master bedroom and master bathroom.

The building permit for the project was issued in November 2003 and work commenced.
In November 2005, an oversight was discovered: since the remodel plans include the 31” second
story addition, a front setback modification should have been approved before the building
permit was issued. Even though that small addition is within the footprint of the original
residence, staff concluded that as a technical matter a front yard setback modification was
needed. It is undisputed that neither City staff nor the McCoskers’ architect realized that a front
setback modification was required when the project was permitted in 2003.

In the spirit of cooperation, the McCoskers agreed to apply for the modification despite
the fact that the building permit had been issued two years earlier and the project was very nearly
complete.

The Modification Application was submitted on January 12, 2006. On February 1, 20006,
after a duly noticed public hearing, the Hearing Officer granted the modification. The appellants
appeared at the hearing and offered virtually no evidence on the merits of the modification
application. Instead, they spent a great deal of time criticizing the planning staff and raising
questions about other aspects of the project unrelated to the 31° second story addition.

On February 9, 2006, this appeal was filed in the form of a six page, double spaced letter
from the appellant’s attorney.

Scope of Appeal: The Issues Should be Specifically and Narrowly Defined

The appellants raise dozens of issues unrelated to the modification. Their appeal letter
goes on at length about the back patio, about an outdoor fireplace, about impacts on rear deck
views, about notices from the City given in 2003, about all sorts of issues that have nothing to do
with the matter before the Commission.

The McCoskers believe that orderly procedures require that the issues on this appeal be
specifically and narrowly defined, and that the hearing be limited to just those issues. Allowing
the appellants or others to testify on the range of irrelevant issues contained in their appeal letter

SB 390045 v2:011236.0001



John Jostes, Chair and Members of the Planning Commission
March 24, 2006
Page 3

will be wasteful of this Commission’s time and unfair to the applicants and the public.

We respectfully request that the Commission enlist the legal advice of the City Attorney
in defining the scope of the hearing, and that the Chair confine the hearing to just those issues.

The Modification Was Properly Granted
A setback modification may be granted where:

... the modification is consistent with the purposes and intent of this Title, and is
necessary to (i) secure an appropriate improvement on a lot, (i1) prevent unreasonable
hardship, (iii) promote uniformity of improvement, or (iv) the modification is necessary
to construct a housing development which is affordable to very low, low, moderate or
middle income households.” S.B.M.C. Section 28.92.110.

There are numerous reasons why these finds can be made.

First, the 31° addition is an “appropriate improvement” on the lot. It is entirely within the
footprint of the first floor. More importantly, it would not bring the second story any closer to
the street than the closest point of the original second story, which is located approximately 11°
from the street. Thus, this small addition does not cause the structure to intrude any further into
the setback than is already the case.

Second, the 31 addition is small and inconspicuous. It causes no impacts on any
neighbors. The addition was reviewed and approved by the ABR, and without the addition the
residence will appear imbalanced.

Third, the 31° addition is consistent with second story setback intrusions elsewhere in the
neighborhood. In fact, the appellants themselves have a second story over their garage that
intrudes into the front yard setback more significantly than the McCoskers’ proposed addition.
Thus, this small addition would be a “uniform improvement” when compared to the Cooks’

property.

Fourth, a modification is necessary to prevent an “unreasonable hardship.” As the photos
submitted with the application demonstrate, this addition is very nearly completed. The house
remodel including this small addition was permitted in 2003, and it appears that neither the
applicant, his architect, city staff or the Planning Commission noticed that the second story
addition required a setback modification. The house is nearly complete. It would be a manifest
hardship to deny this modification at this late stage.

In addition, the 31 s.f. addition has been designed to incorporate structural members from
the original residence, which eliminates the need for additional costly structural engineering and
components.

We respectfully submit that the reasons to grant the modification are compelling.

SB 390045 v2:011236.0001



John Jostes, Chair and Members of the Planning Commission
March 24, 2006
Page 4

Conclusion

The McCoskers believe that they have scrupulously followed the City’s rules for over
three years. They have tried their best to secure every permit needed for their project.
Unfortunately, through a simple oversight, they find themselves needing one additional City
approval.

The undisputed facts demonstrate that the Municipal Code standards for granting a
setback modification have been met.

For these reasons, the McCoskers respectfully request that the appeal be denied.

Sincerely,

Steven A. Amerikaner
For HATCH & PARENT
A Law Corporation

cc. Stephen P. Wiley, City Attorney (by fax)
Bettie Weiss, City Planner (by fax)
Scott and Katrina McCosker
Jan Hochhauser, Hochhauser Blatter Architects
Syndi Souter

SB 390045 v2:011236.0001
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21 East Carrillo Street HATCH & PARENT

Steven A, Amerikaner
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 A Law Corporation
Telephone: (805) 963-7000 (B05) 882-1407
Fax: (805) 965-4333 SAmerikaner@HatchParent.com

March 27, 2006

By Hand Delivery
Chairman John Jostes and Members of the Commission
City Planning Commission
City of Santa Barbara
630 Garden Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93102

Re: Your April 6, 2006 Agenda
1464 La Cima Road (Applicants: Scott and Katrina McCosker)

Dear Chair Jostes and Members of the Commission:

As a follow up to my March 24 letter, enclosed please find a letter from the Appellant,
John H. Cook, to the City of Santa Barbara dated February 1, 1986 requesting a modification of
the front yard setback requirements for his own garage. He proposed that the garage be set back
5 feet from the front lot line instead of the required 20 feet. The attached staff report includes a
second request: to set back a proposed second story bedroom addition above the proposed
garage 14 feet from the front lot line instead of being set back the required 20 feet.

Thank you for considering this additional information.

Very truly yours,
G O Coanlion—

Steven A. Amerikaner
For HATCH & PARENT
A Law Corporation

SAA:olr
Enclosure

cc: Stephen P. Wiley, City Attorney (by fax)
Bettie Weiss, City Planner (by fax)
Scott and Katrina McCosker
Jan Hochhauser, Hochhauser Blatter Architects
Syndi Souter

SB 390205 v1:011236.0001
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PLOT PLAN AND LOCATION
ﬁéf.%.ffﬂy“"%

o e ....R‘ et it

pgne GO

3
g e

R e
L T

WMM"‘?%~~«—-—-—.~..M4
ROTICE IS HEREDY IV thst & polblife beswring will be beld by the Bedifiestion

Hesring 0FfFlcer startimg at 1000 a.m., Pebrosry 26. 1986, im the Couference
Rozm st 1396 Chopela Strest, Semim Dachars, Califeroisz, on the following applii-
catfon for modificetien of provisiens of the Jonimg Grdiossre of the Cicy af
Sente Barbavs, as providedl for weder Seetfon 3.92.026 of the fhudcipal Cnde of
the Ofry of Sante Bazdara. Nster Ioens will ke beard inm the onder that they
sppear on the agends.

1. ADDRESS: A5 La Cine Bosd L Bl

AP YA Jokm Caedk PEECEL:  AT-022~31

REAABET: T pezmits

3. & proposed two-est garage with fte epewing facing the streat to be
located:
Al Tiwe {5) fest from a Fromt low line imsteadl of befing ser

back the requdired twenty (203 feet; sumd

B. Tz (4) Feet from am Imterior lot Lime lostead of bedug

zat baek the wequine five (%) feeb.

1. A proposed second-story bedmwen sddition {sbove the proposed gavage)
to be located fourteem (U4} feet Etwm a front let lime imstvead of
being set back the requimed twsoty (20) fest.

The ebove motice $5 seat o you beeause your propecty ie within 65 feer of the
property fn the regwest. LE you luwve amy questimes iw regamd Lo the above,
please call 963-1663.

NOTE: This wmatter may be deoppsi Srom the sgesds wnless the applicant al ox
spent iy present sud reedy to pouocesd an the date set heveds.
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Felbrmary 26, 1986

Mr. Jobn Cook
1466 La Cimz Bond
Santa Barbara, $4 $3101

SUBIRCT: 1466 La Cima Road, Parcel Ho. 43-022-31:; Zone Bl

Dear ¥r. Cooks

At 2 Emﬁlic hearing held co Febrosry 26, 1988 the Modificztion Heasrimg OFffcer

approved your reguest for & modificstion to poradis

~

I. A propeszed two-car garege with its opening facing rhe strest to be locsted:

A. TFive {5) fest from ¢ fromt Ist lime instesd of beling set back the
reguired twenty {20) fesb; zmd

B. Pour {&} feat from sm interior lot Line imstesd of being set back the
reguired five {5) feet.

L. A propozmed secupd-story bedroom sddition (shove the proposed garspe) to be
ipcated fourteen (14} fesy from a fmrmt lor 1ine instesd of beinmg set back
the reguired twenty {20} feet;

subject to the follrwing conditions:

1. The propesed comstruction and the conversion of the “as buiit"™ ocume-car garage
mey net be nrilized sz sn additions] dwellimg uwmif.

2. fthe following shull bhe dmcluded fm snmy reguest for building peraits in com-
junction with this medification zpprovals

2. . Conversiom @f mn existing one-car garaze (on the easterly side of the
dwellingy to "as built™ additionsl dweiling space. B

b. An existiog “as built™ deck of approximately tem (10} feot by twenty (20)
feet om the wertherly porticom of the parcel.
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Mr. John Cook
February 26, 1%86
Page Two
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3. ‘the following shell be accompliished prier to Isswance of amy beilding permits im
conjunction with this medification approval:

P —

- . - w o —

il

&s The owper will record a documsat voiding sny claim for sccess cassment om
Parcel B {(4P% 41-022-31) as shown on Lot Split Map Book €, Page 77 dated
Hoverber 23, 1966.

b. The owner will record a "Notice and Warramty™ document om parcel 41-022~
031, & copy of the docomemt to be wsed for this purpose is attached.

¢. The proposed project shelil be submdirted te the Archibectural Board of
Beview for veview swd zpproval.

&,  The following shall be sccomplished pricor te the final epproval of amy building
peredts issued fw conjumction with this modificeticon approvwals

a. The sxisting storsge sheds located fu the front yerd (southerly portiom of
the property) shall be removed or relecated on the property so as not to
spcroach fmto the fromt yard or-ithe reguived intevior yard setbecks.

h. The truck cervently parkedfstored on the westerly lot line and encrcaching
‘ into the reguived interior yard shall be removed from the property.

5. The owner shall record sn agresment waiving the right to protest the formation
of any and all stweer, street Lishiing, traffic, endevgrouwnd wiility and other
public improvessni districts. A copy of the docusent to be used for this
purpose is attached.

In tzlking this sctiom, the Hesrimg Officer mede the findings required by Hawicipal
Code Section 28.92.626, that is, the medification is secessary L0 SeCure & gppro-
prizte improvememt om the property.

This decisicn may be sppasied to the Plawning Commiession by Filing an appeal with
Zondng no later than Mawch I8, 1986. If not appesled within thet time, the action is
fipal subject te the aciion of the Planning Commission withia the tiwme pericd estab-
lished for am appesl.

If you have any existinmg zonimg wiclations oa the property, other then those fncluded
in the conditions showve, they mwst be corcected within thivky {30) days of this
action.

Subsequent to the outeome of any appeal zetion your next administrative step should

be to apply for a buildime pereir. The locatien, size zpd design of the construction
proposed in the applicatien far the buildicg permit shall zot deviate frem the

location, size and desige of constracrion epproved im this wmodificatiown. -
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Mr. Johm Cook
¥ebruary 26, 31986

Page Threa
et e 7o T T . o - - - - - =
£ the use austhorized by the modiffication is vnused, zbsndoned or dizeontivued for a

pericd of six wmonths frowm the date of approval of the wodifieation, ovr if the condi-
tions of approval have not besn complied with, the wodification shall become puill and
void.

' Sincerely,

ot

Y e, N gz b, T
Hiktorn R. Moeschlim
¥odification Hesriog Officer
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Mark Bacino

March 15, 2006 MAR 20 0

Planning Commission
City of Santa Barbara
630 Garden Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

PLANNING DIVISION

Re: McCosker Addition; Case #MST2006-00026
1464 La Cima Road; APN 041-022-032; R-1 Zone

Dear Planning Commissioners,

CITY OF SANTA BARBAMA

1420 La Cima Road, Santa Barbara, California 93101

DISTRIBUTED TO: DATE:_ ‘B . Bde (1)
PLANNING COMMISSION (7) o
SR. PLANNER, ASST. CITY ATTY.

CASE PLANNER ~ APPLICANT('S)

AGENT PC SEC, ENTERED AS INT

PARTY ONDATEm B+ 2.

BY:

I am writing this letter to demonstrate my support for Scott McCosker's second story addition at 1464

La Cima Road.

llive on La Cima Road and have watched his addition and remodeling project since construction began
at the end of 2003. | have no objection to the small triangular addition to the front of his second story as
itis constructed. Scott McCosker is an excellent neighbor and has been very conscientious in obtaining
the necessary permits and pemmissions from the city needed for his remodel. | am looking forward to

the completion of his project, and understand that the approval of this modification request is necessary

for him to finish the project.

| hope that you can also support this project.

S?incerely, /7

R

Mark/Bacino

EXHIBIT F



DISTRIBUTED TO: DATE: e
PLANNING COMMISSION (7)

SR. PLANNER, ASST. CITY ATTY.
CASE PLANNER  APPLICANT('S)
AGENT PC SEC, ENTERED AS INT

Planning Commission PARTY ON w
City of Santa Barbara ' o
630 Garden Street

Santa Barbara, Ca. 93101

Re; McCosker addition, case #MST2006-00026
1464 La Cima Road; APN 041-022-032; R-1 zone

Dear Commissioners,

I am writing this letter to show my support for Scott McCoskers second story addition
at 1464 La Cima Rd.

The small triangular shaped addition to his second story is necessary to complete his
remodel. Ilook forward to the completion which is long overdue and urge the full
commission to approve the final stage of this project which conforms with the
surrounding neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Larry Good,
Santa Barbara resident

MAR 14 2006

CrTY OF SANTA %Z»éx?%%% FA
w PLANNING DIVISION
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SR. PLANNER, ASST. CITY ATTY.
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John H. Graff BY: >

Consultant
Infrared Imaging Systems Engineering

February 28, 2006

Chairman Mahan and Members of the Commission
City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission

City of Santa Barbara

630 Garden Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Dear Commissioners:

This letter is in support of Scott McCosker’s addition to his home at 1464 La
Cima Road. The case number is MST2006-00026.

I have visited this project and remodel several times since construction began.
Not only do I believe that his project is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood,
but I can find no legitimate issue with the proposed very small modification on the
second story. Indeed, it does not even come close to giving any plausibility to the idea
that it creates any impacts. I also have noted that his immediate neighbors enjoy the
benefit of a very similar modification which is in fact much greater in scale.

; I personally am eagerly awaiting the opportunity to visit him in his completed
home. 1urge you to support the findings made by the City’s Modification hearing and

allow him to finish his home.

Thanks for your consideration,

-

ECEIVEL
John H. Graff MAR 1% 2006

‘ CITY OF SANTA BARBAFA
P “ % PLANNING DIVISION

2926 Puesta Del Sol Santa Barbara CA 93105 (805) 690-6626 john.graffflir.com
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January 29, 2006
To: Modification Officer

RE: 1464 Lz Cima Road

We object tc the fact that this project has numerous requests for hearings to
requiest “after the fact” walvers and changes to the chimneys, the walls and
the setbacks. We request that no waivers be granted unless all 1tems
ingluding the chimneys, the walls, the building height and the setbacks are
investigated, evginated and decided by the ABR at the same time. This
project has been under construction for too long and all of these matters
should have been carefully reviewed and determined before, not after, the
project was allgwed to start. We do not think that now granting a waiver of
the front yard setback makes sense just because it is under construction. The
owner, the architect and the City staff clearly knew or should have knowrn
the setbacks when this project started.
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January 29, 2006
To: Modification Officer
RE: 1464 La Cima Road

We object tc the fact that this project has numerous requests for hearings to
request “after the fact” waivers and changes to the chimneys, the walls and
the setbacks. We request that no waivers be granted unless all items
including the chimneys, the walls, the building height and the setbacks are
investigated, evgluated and decided by the ABR at the same time. This
project has been under construction for too Jong and all of these matters
should have been carefully reviewed and determined before, not after, the
project was allywed to start. We do not think that now granting a waiver of
the front yard setback makes sense just because it is under construction. The
owner, the architect and the City staff clearly knew or should have known
the setbacks when this project started.

Thank you,
“zel LA e md 0D,
L ma&\&\m,m e
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January 29, 2006
To: Modification Officer
RE: 1464 La Cima Road

We object to the fact that this project has pumerous requests for hearings to
request “after the fact” waivers and changes to the chimneys, the walls and
the setbacks, We request that no walvers be granted unless all items
including the chimneys, the walls, the building height and the setbacks are
investigated, evgluated and decided by the ABR at the same time. This
project has besn under construction for too long and all of these matters
should have been carefully reviewed and determined before, not after, the
project was allgwed to start. We do not think that now granting a waiver of
the front yard setback makes sense just because it is under construction. The
owner, the architect and the City staff clearly knew or should have known
the setbacks wh=n this project starte

Thefk you;.,
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/ January 29, 2006

To: Modification Officer
RE- 1464 La Cima Road

We object to the fact that this project has numerous requests for hearings to
request “after the fact” waivers and changes to the chimneys, the walls and
the sethbacks. We request that no waivers be granted unless all items
including the chimneys, the walls, the building height and the setbacks are
investigated, evgiiated and decided by the ABR at the same time. This
project has been under construction for too long and all of these matters
should have been carefully reviewed and determined before, not after, the
project was allowed to start. We do not think that now granting a waiver of
the front vard setback makes sense just because it is under constructionr. The
owner, the architect and the City staff clearly knew or should have known
the setbacks wien this project started.

Thank you,

T g ot

230 A G L6



pL/31/2886 10:26 gREEEZ18as5 ARUS TRUCK PAGE B2

January 29, 2006

To: Modification Officer

-"/ RE: 1464 La Cima Road

We object to the fact that this project has numerous requests for hearings to
request “after the fact” waivers and changes to the chimneys, the walls and
the setbacks. We request that no waivers be granted unless all itemns
including the chimneys, the walls, the building height and the setbacks are
investigated, evgluated and decided by the ABR at the same time. This
project has been under construction for too long and all of these matters
should have been carefully reviewed and determined before, not after, the
project was alluwed to start. We do not think that now granting a waiver of
the front yard setback makes sense just because it is under construction. The
owner, the architect and the City staff clearly knew or should have known
the setbacks when this project started.

Thank you,
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/ January 31, 2006

To:  Modification Officer

Re: 1464 La Cima Road

1 am thoroughly disgusted with the length of time it has taken to construct this
remodel. The street we live on has been in a shabby condition over several years. Trucks,
debris, portable toilets, construction materials have encumbered traffic and has presented
an unsightly condition for years.

The project has been under construction for far too long and all matters related to
zoning need to be resolved immediately and a timeline set for completion needs to be
established and enforced.

Thank you.

Al /o —

Dionald Ziemer
A LA, Architect

S Q)

WELIGED BENGEN ZEMER ARCHITELTS INC
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January 29, 2006
To: Modification Officer
RE: 1464 La Cima Road

We object to the fact that this project has numesous requests for hearings to
request “after the fact” waivers and changes to the chimneys, the walls and
the setbacks. We request that no waivers be granted unless all items
including the chimneys, the walls, the building height and the setbacks are
investigated, evgnated and decided by the ABR at the same time. This
project has been under construction for too long and all of these matters
should have been carefully reviewed and determined before, not after, the
project was allowed to start. We do not think that now granting a waiver of
the front yard setback makes sense just because it is under construction. The
owner, the architect and the City staff ctearly knew or should have known
the setbacks when this project started.

Thank you,

18
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January 29, 2006
To: Modification Officer
RE: 1464 La Cima Road

We object to the fact that this project has numerous requests far hearings to
request “after the fact” waivers and changes to the chimneys, the walls and
the setbacks. We request that no waivers be granted unless all items
including the chimneys, the walls, the building height and the setbacks are
investigated, evaiiated and decided by the ARR at the same time. This
project has been under construction for too long and all of these matters
should have been carefully reviewed and determined before, not after, the
project was allowed to start. We do not think that now granting a waiver of
the front yard setback makes sense just because it is under construction. The
owner, the architect and the City staff clearly knew or should have known
the setbacks wien this project started,

,,»[/,»“
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January 29, 2006
To: Modification Officer
RE: 1464 La Cima Road

We object to the fact that this project has numerous requests for hearings to
request “after the fact” waivers and changes to the chimneys, the walls and
the setbacks. We request that no waivers be granted unless all items
including the chimneys, the walls, the building height and the setbacks are
investigated, evglnated and decided by the ABR at the same time. This
project has been under construction for too long and all of these matters
should have been carefully reviewed and determined before, not after, the
project was alluwed to start. We do not think that now granting a waiver of
the front yard setback makes sense just because it is under construction. The
owner, the architect and the City staff clearly knew or should have known
the setbacks when this project started.

Thank you,

Lprrn Worlovm ) CAr
71310}
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January 29, 2006

To: Modification Officer
RE: 1464 La Cima Road

We object to the fact that this project has numerous requests for hearings to
request “affer the fact” waivers and changes to the chimneys, the walls and
the setbacks. We request that no waivers be granted unless all items
including the chimneys, the walls, the building height and the setbacks are
investigated, evgluated and decided by the ABR at the same time. This
project has been under construction for too long and all of these matters
should have been carefully reviewed and determined before, not after, the
project was allgwed to start. We do not think that now granting a waiver of
the front yard setback makes sense just because it is under construction. The
owner, the architect and the City staff clearly knew or should have known
the setbacks when this project started.

Thank you,
LN
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January 29, 2000
To: Modification Officer
RE: 1464 La Cima Road

We object to the fact that this project has numerous requests for hearings to
request “after the fFact” waivers and changes to the chimneys, the walls and
the setbacks. We request that no waivers be granted unless all items
including the chimneys, the walls, the building height and the setbacks are
investigated, evglnated and decided by the ABR at the same time. This
project has been under construction for too long and all of these matters
should have been carefully reviewed and determined before, not after, the
project was alluwed to start. We do not think that now granting a waiver of
the front yard setback makes sense just because it is under construction. The
owner, the architect and the City staff clearly knew or should have known
the setbacks wien this project started.

Thank you,

Ook L doloma fo&
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January 29, 2006
To: Modification Officer
RE: 1464 Lz Cima Road

We object tc the fact that this project has numerous requests for hearings to
request “after the fact” waivers and changes to the chimneys, the walls and
the setbacks. We request that no waivers be granted unless all items
including the chimneys, the walls, the building height and the setbacks are
investigated, evglnated and decided by the ABR at the same time. This
project has been under construction for too long and all of these matters
should have been carefully reviewed and determined before, not after, the
project was allgwed to start. We do not think that now granting a waiver of
the front yard setback makes sense just because it is under construction. The
owner, the architect and the City staff clearly knew or should have known
the setbacks when this project started.

Thank you,
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January 29, 2006
To: Modification Officer
RE: 1464 Lz Cima Road

We object t¢ the fact that this project has numerous requests for hearings 1o
request “after the fact” waivers and changes to the chimneys, the walls and
the setbacks. We request that no waivers be granted unless all items
including the chimneys, the walls, the building height and the setbacks are
investigated, evginated and decided by the ABR at the same time. This
project has been under construction for too long and all of these matters
should have been carefully reviewed and determined before, not after, the
project was allowed to start. We do not think that now granting a waiver of
the front yard setback makes sense just because it is under construction. The
owner, the architect and the City staff clearly knew or should have known
the setbacks when this project started,
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January 29, 2006
To: Modifteation Officer
RE: 1464 Lz Cima Road

We object tc the fact that this project has numerous requests for hearings to
request “after the fact” waivers and changes to the chimneys, the wails and
the setbacks. We request that no waivers be granted unless all items
including the chimneys, the walls, the building height and the setbacks are
investigated, evgluated and dec1ded by the ABR at the same time. This
project has bean under construction for too long and all of these matters
should have been carefully reviewed and determined before, not after, the
project was allywed to start. We do not think that now granting a waiver of
the front yard setback makes sense just because it is under construction. The
owner, the architect and the City staff clearly knew or should have known
the setbacks when this project started.

Thank you,

/Ag 713 —
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January 29, 2006
To: Modification Officer
RE: 1464 La Cima Road

We object to the fact that this project has numerous requests for hearings to
request “after the fact” waivers and changes to the chimneys, the walls and
the setbacks. We request that no waivers be granted unless all items
including the chimneys, the walls, the building height and the setbacks are
investigated, evglnated and decided by the ABR at the same time. This
project has been under construction for too long and all of these matters
should have been carefully reviewed and determined before, not after, the
project was allgwed to start. We do not think that now granting a waiver of
the front yard setback makes sense just because it is under construction. The
owner, the architect and the City staff clearly knew or should have known
the setbacks wien this project starte

e
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January 29, 2006
To: Modification Officer
RE: 1464 La Cima Road

We object to the fact that this project has numerous requests for hearings to
request “after the fact” waivers and changes to the chimneys, the walls and
the setbacks. We request that no waivers be granted unless all items
including the chimmeys, the walls, the building height and the setbacks are
investigated, evginated and decided by the ABR at the same time. This
project has been under construction for too long and all of these matters
should have been carefully reviewed and determined before, not after, the
project was allowed to start. We do not think that now granting a waiver of
the front vard setback makes sense just because it is under construction. The
owner, the architect and the City stafT clearly knew or should have known
the setbacks wiien this project started.

Thank you,

y
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January 29, 2006
To: Modification Officer
RE: 1464 La Cima Road

We object to the fact that this project has numerous requests for hearings to
request “after the fact” waivers and changes to the chimneys, the walls and
the setbacks. We request that no waivers be granted unless all items
including the chimneys, the walls, the building height and the setbacks are
investigated, evg!nated and decided by the ABR at the same time. This
project has been under construction for too long and all of these matters
should have been carefully reviewed and determined before, not after, the
project was allowed to start. We do not think that now granting a waiver of
the front yard setback makes sense just because it is under construction. The
owner, the architect and the City staff clearly knew or should have known
the setbacks wiien this project started.

Thank you,




Dear A.B.R. Members

] have to tell you that | heard about the situation that is in front of you today regarding the
fire place and its location. when | first heard about it 1 did not think much about it other
than it was unfortunate for both parties. Next [ was invited (o vour last mecting on this
issue and was taken back by the Jocation and sizo of the firepluce. | understand how it
was approved without (he review of the full board and that was unfortunate but it is what
it is. Next I read about it in the newspapct and now start to helieve this problem it getting
way out of hand.

well T have to tell you that L was invited Lo a Christmas party at the Cooks home not
thinking anything about the fireplace issue just looking forward to sceing my fricnds at
the party, When { walked into the back yard and looked out to enjoy the view of our city 1
was shocked by the actual sizc and location of the fireplace. It looked like a power outage
in the city when you looked towards the ocean. | could further describe it as a big black
hole in the city. | would nol want to walk out onto my deck cveryday and see the “tower”’
dav in and day out. nor do | pelieve any member on this board would enjoy seeing it
cither.

| do not know whal happened between the Cooks and there ncighbors to get this problem
clevated to this level but it would sure make sense lor atl partics concerned to try to sit
Jown and work out there differences. What cver happened Lo being a good neighbor? On
both sides' | also know that mitigation is much more appealing than litigation these days
and litigation is where | see this issue heading.

[ will close by saying afler being thru the A.B.R. process hany times in the past twenty
vears along with two current projects | have (ound that the bourd members do a great job
at what they do and that is to make Santa Barbars what it is today 2 beautiful paradise.
Please do not stop now, This bad situation needs to he workad out where the Cooks are
happy and ther¢ neighbors get there fireplace after all they have vights also. | also was
(old at the Cooks Christmas party that the Cooks were witling to pay to have the fireplace
relocated. That sure scems to me to be i good start by the Cook household. 1 hope that
averyone in this room today is going to be part of the solution not the problem.

Sincerely,

John Price V\DW

J T v s,
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January 31, 2006

To:  Modification Officer

Re: 1464 La Cima Road

I am thoroughly disgusted with the length of time it bas taken to construct this
remodel. The street we live on has been in a shabby condition over several years. Trucks,
debris, portable toilets, construction materials have encumbered traffic and has presented
an unsightly condition. for years.

The project has been under construction for far too long and all matters related to
zoning need to be resolved immediately and a timeline set for completion needs to be
established and enforced.

Thank you.

gl /e —

Donald Ziemer
ALA. Architect

. M%Ww T

RRLGER BUNGEN ZIEMER ARCHITEOTS INC
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RECEIVED

Planning Commission

City of Santa Barbara MAR 2 7 2008
630 Garden Street g P e e , .
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 § CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

PLANNING DIVISION
Re: McCosker Addition; Case #MST2006-00026

1464 La Cima Road; APN 041-022-032; R-1 Zone
Dear Planning Commissioners,

We are writing this letter to demonstrate our support for Scott McCosker’s second story addition
at 1464 La Cima Road.

We have watched his addition and remodeling project since construction began at the end of
2003. We have no objection to the small triangular addition to the front of his second story as it
is constructed. We are looking forward to the completion of his project, and we understand that
the approval of this modification request is necessary for him to finish the project.

We hope that you can also support this project.

Sincerely,

(eod Retlffe
cc:  Scott McCosker S @/ O A 9 5 / (,}’
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KENNETH W. HOFFMAN CONSTRUCTION
License # 550749

P.O. Box 90801
Santa Barbara, CA 93190

Tel; 805-962-7113 - Fax: 805-962-4202

March 8, 2006 WAl 2 v
Planning Commission CITY OF sanTs

City of Santa Barbara ?‘”LANMNCB ony g
630 Garden Street
Santa Barbara, California 93101

Re:  McCosker Addition; Case #MST2006-00026
1464 La Cima Road; APN 041-022-032; R-1 Zone

Dear Planning Commissioners,

We are writing this letter as a show of support for Scott McCosker’s second story
addition at 1464 La Cima Road.

We have watched the progress of his addition and remodeling project since construction
began at the end of 2003. We have no objection to the small triangular addition to the
front of his second story as it is constructed. We are looking forward to the final
completion of his project, and we understand that the approval of this modification
request is necessary for him to finish the project.

We hope that you can support this project.

Sincerely,

Kenneth W. Hoffman

A

218 W. Anapamu Sreet
Santa Barbara, Cal. 93101

Ce: Scott McCosker



Planning Commission
City of Santa Barbara CITY OF SANTA BARBAR .
630 Garden Street PLANNING DIVISION
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Re: McCosker Addition; Case #MST2006-00026
1464 La Cima Road; APN 041-022-032; R-1 Zone
Dear Planning Commissioners,

We are writing this letter to demonstrate our support for Scott McCosker’s second story addition
at 1464 La Cima Road.

We have watched his addition and remodeling project since construction began at the end of
2003. We have no objection to the small triangular addition to the front of his second story as it
is constructed. We are looking forward to the completion of his project, and we understand that
the approval of this modification request is necessary for him to finish the project.

We hope that you can also support this project.

Sincerely, /f ’4’/'“’/,//»/»,/} P ‘{/ﬁ/y |
“““““““““““ Sl ok Ey. é'(/ %/%
/ M“’)":‘Z ,,,,, // < )/v/ /z:f ,/)/‘U/{/Mf ,,,,,, =4 73/ —

ce: Scott McCosker



Planning Commission

City of Santa Barbara CITY OF SANTA BARBAR
630 Garden Street PLANNING DIVISION
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Re: McCosker Addition; Case #MST2006-00026
1464 La Cima Road; APN 041-022-032; R-1 Zone

Dear Planning Commissioners,

We are writing this letter to demonstrate our support for Scott McCosker’s second story addition
at 1464 La Cima Road.

We have watched his addition and remodeling project since construction began at the end of
2003. We have no objection to the small triangular addition to the front of his second story as it
is constructed. We are looking forward to the completion of his project, and we understand that
the approval of this modification request is necessary for him to finish the project.

We hope that you can also support this project.

Sincerely,

>
Yenco é/ﬂ/@mJ Rewee Cheram

oz Shit & # WS
o a0 OA2 A [(/% G2105

cc.  Scott McCosker CanTr 4 ‘



MATHOQUIST CONSULTING 3463 State Street, Suite 420 805.565.1544

STRATEGIES TO INSPIRE CHANGE Santa Barbara, California 93105 FAX 805.682.3110

margi@silcom.com

March 13, 2006

VE:
Planning Commission _—
City of Santa Barbara MAR 2 Vi
630 Garden Street CITY OF SANTA Rag;
AR gy

Santa Barbara, CA 93101 PLANNING DIvisi: -

Re: McCosker Addition; Case#MST2006-00026
1464 La Cima Road; APN 041-022-032; R-1 Zone

Dear Planning Commissioners:

I am writing this letter of support for Scott McCosker’'s second story addition at
1464 La Cima Rd.

| am a neighbor of the McCosker’s living at 1411 La Cima Road. | have been
aware of his building project since the beginning in 2003 and appreciate the
planning and care that have gone into this remodel. | have no objection to the
small triangular addition to the front of his second story, as it is constructed. |
understand that the approval of this modification request is necessary to finish
the project.

| hope you can approve this addition and | look forward to the completion of this
project.

Sincerely,

1411 La Cima Road ‘
Santa Barbara},} iCya»’ 93101_

Cc: Scott McCosker



Planning Commission

City of Santa Barbara RE g‘& eV B

630 Garden Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 MAR 2 7 2006

Re:  McCosker Addition; Case #MST2006-00026 CiTY OF SANTA BARBAFA
1464 La Cima Road; APN 041-022-032; R-1 Zorel ANNING DIVISION

Dear Planning Commissioners,

We are writing this letter to demonstrate our support for Scott McCosker’s second story addition
at 1464 La Cima Road.

We have watched his addition and remodeling project since construction began at the end of
2003. We have no objection to the small triangular addition to the front of his second story as it
is constructed. We are looking forward to the completion of his project, and we understand that
the approval of this modification request is necessary for him to finish the project.

We hope that you can also support this project.

Sincerely,

4& 000 ho—"

x,w-pm\m, \Q \yi AN §05- 68971

'?\,\)3 Q /z,;,\v\,v \\ U) ‘
Ci‘?owv‘rﬁw Parbara, 0‘\ G40

cc: Scott McCosker



Planning Commission MaR 7 7 2006

City of Santa Barbara ACY
630 Garden Street CITY OF SANTA BAF%E%%M
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 PLANNING DIVISION

Re: McCosker Addition; Case #MST2006-00026
1464 La Cima Road; APN 041-022-032; R-1 Zone

Dear Planning Commissioners,

We are writing this letter to demonstrate our support for Scott McCosker’s second story addition
at 1464 La Cima Road.

We have watched his addition and remodeling project since construction began at the end of
2003. We have no objection to the small triangular addition to the front of his second story as it
is constructed. We are looking forward to the completion of his project, and we understand that
the approval of this modification request is necessary for him to finish the project.

We hope that you can also support this project.
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cc! Scott McCosker
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Re:  McCosker Addition; Case #MST2006-00026 vy OF SANTA BARE
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1464 La Cima Road; APN 041-022-032; R-1 Zone  pLANNING PDIVISIO

Dear Planning Commissioners,

We are writing this letter to demonstrate our support for Scott McCosker’s second story addition
at 1464 La Cima Road.

We have watched his addition and remodeling project since construction began at the end of
2003. We have no objection to the small triangular addition to the front of his second story as it
is constructed. We are looking forward to the completion of his project, and we understand that
the approval of this modification request is necessary for him to finish the project.

We hope that you can aiso support this project.

WG Sjiu,«v INES

cc: Scott McCosker
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Planning Commission MAR 7 ¢ 2006

City of Santa Barbara GITY OF SANTA BARBARA

630 Garden Street L
Santa Barbara. CA 93101235‘:,ANNBNG DIVISION

Re: McCosker Addition; Case #MST2006-00026
1464 La Cima Road; APN 041-022-032; R-1 Zone
Dear Planning Commissioners,

We are writing this letter to demonstrate our support for Scott McCosker’s second story addition
at 1464 La Cima Road.

We have watched his addition and remodeling project since construction began at the end of
2003. We have no objection to the small triangular addition to the front of his second story as it
is constructed. We are looking forward to the completion of his project, and we understand that
the approval of this modification request is necessary for him to finish the project.

We hope that you can also support this project.
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cc: Scott McCosker
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Dear Planning Commissioners,

We are writing this letter to demonstrate our support for Scott McCosker’s second story addition
at 1464 La Cima Road.

We have watched his addition and remodeling project since construction began at the end of
2003. We have no objection to the small triangular addition to the front of his second story as it
is constructed. We are looking forward to the completion of his project, and we understand that
the approval of this modification request is necessary for him to finish the project.

We hope that you can also support this project.

Sincerely,
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ce: Scott McCosker
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Planning Commission WAR 2 7 2006

City of Santa Barbara vy op gANTA BARBARY

630 Garden Street VT
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 Ef’LANNiNG DIVISION

Re: McCosker Addition; Case #MST2006-00026
1464 La Cima Road; APN 041-022-032; R-1 Zone
Dear Planning Commissioners,

We are writing this letter to demonstrate our support for Scott McCosker’s second story addition
at 1464 La Cima Road.

We have watched his addition and remodeling project since construction began at the end of
2003. We have no objection to the small triangular addition to the front of his second story as it
is constructed. We are looking forward to the completion of his project, and we understand that
the approval of this modification request is necessary for him to finish the project.

We hope that you can also support this project.

Smcer?ly, /

s /3.,, f%/f)/

cC: Scott McCosker
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City of Santa Barbara . §
630 Garden Strast CITY OF SANTA BARBAR

Santa Barbara, CA 93101  PLANNING DIVISION
Re: McCosker Addition; Case #MST2006-00026

1464 La Cima Road; APN 041-022-032; R-1 Zone
Dear Planning Commissioners,

We are writing this letter to demonstrate our support for Scott McCosker’s second story addition
at 1464 L.a Cima Road.

We have watched his addition and remodeling project since construction began at the end of
2003. We have no objection to the small triangular addition to the front of his second story as it
is constructed. We are looking forward to the completion of his project, and we understand that
the approval of this modification request is necessary for him to finish the project.

We hope that you can also support this project.

Sincerely,

Dowon Lav «
sl 72 Danport o 0>

Golka CA 43117

cc: Scott McCosker



Ptanning Commission
City of Santa Barbara
630 Garden Street CITY OF SANTA BARBAF
Santa Barbara, CA 9(3101 _ PLANNING DIVISION

Re: McCosker Addition; Case #MST2006-00026
1464 La Cima Road; APN 041-022-032; R-1 Zone
Dear Planning Commissioners,

We are writing this letter to demonstrate our support for Scott McCosker’s second story addition
at 1464 La Cima Road.

We have watched his addition and remodeling project since construction began at the end of
2003. We have no objection to the small triangular addition to the front of his second story as it
is constructed. We are looking forward to the completion of his project, and we understand that
-the approval of this modification request is necessary for him to finish the project.

‘We hope that you can also support this project.

Sincerely,

sanT  PecLer 4777 élenﬁrw/é s7 28100

oA
cc: Scott McCosker <anta Bar beove.,
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City of Santa Barbara CITY OF SANTA Bin- -
630 Garden Street PLANNING Divis.
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Re: McCosker Addition; Case #MST2006-00026
1464 La Cima Road; APN 041-022-032; R-1 Zone

Dear Planning Commissioners,

We are writing this letter to demonstrate our support for Scott McCosker's second story addition
at 1464 La Cima Road.

We have watched his addition and remodeling project since construction began at the end of
2003. We have no objection to the small triangular addition to the front of his second story as it
is constructed. We are looking forward to the completion of his project, and we understand that
the approval of this modification request is necessary for him to finish the project.

We hope that you can also support this project.

Sincerely,
305 CHEF D

cc: Scott McCosker
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SAMT JARBARA CITY PLANNING COMMISSIO

RESOLUTION €NO. 117
B ‘(

SUBJECT: Application of Larry Bissell for a modification of provisions of Section”

28.15.060.1 of Title 28 of the Municipal Code of the City of Santa Barbara,

the Zoning Ordinance, as applied to City Parcel 41-022-32 located at

1464 La Cima Road in a R-1 one family residence zone, in order to

permit a two(2) car carport to be located five (5) feet from the front

1ot line instead of being set back the required twenty (20) feet.

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission has held the required public hearing
on the above application; and the applicant was present |

WHEREAS, 0 persons appeared to speak in favor of the apnlication and

0  persons appeared to speak in opposition thereto, and the following exhibits

were presented for the record:

Plot plan & Tocation map
Elevations
Applicant's letter, undated

;oand

WHEREAS, the matter h&ving been fully considered by this Commission, the
Planning Commission finds as follows:
That it is an appropriate improvement on the Tot.

NOW, THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED that the City Planning Commission hereby
approves the subject request, subject to the following conditions:

1. The owner record a deed restriction that the carport will not be
enclosed in a manner so as to reduce the visibility of any vehicle
entering into or exiting from the carport.

2. The owner waives the right to protest the formation of any and all
. public improvement districts.

3. The Architectural Board of Review shall review the project in light
of keeping the structure as far from the road as possible.

4. No structures shall be permitted in the shaded area on the site plan
as submitted by the applicant. .

Passed and adopted this 2nd day of December L, 1982 | by the
Planning Commission of the City of Santa Barbara, by the following vote:

AYES: 6 Abstained: O

NOES: 0 Absent :

CITY PLANMING COMMISSION
SANTA BARBARA, CALTFORNIA

I hereby certify that the above Resolution was adopted by the Santa Barbara City

Planning Commission at its meeting of the above date.

I -

ey ' 1/ ;/,»v ] -

L titen MKl paete
Secretary

..December.7,.1982 o
Date

NOTE:  This action « e ten [10)

days from date of ma vy Counci

within that time. EXHIBIT G



"NT,  ARBARA CITY PLANNING COMMI® 10

RESOLUTION NO. 125

CUBIECT: Application of Larry Bissell for a modification of provisions of Sec-

- “tion 28.15.060.1 of Title 28 of the Municipal Code of the City of Santa
Barbara, the Municipal Code of the City of Santa Barbara, the Zoning
Ordinance, as applied to City Parcel 41-022-32 located at 1464 La Cima
Road in an R-1 one family residence zone, in order to permit the second
story portion of a proposed residence to be Jocated at setbacks varying
from nine (9) to fifteen (15) feet instead of being set back the required
fifteen (15) feet. ‘

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission has held the required public hearing
on the above application; and the applicant was _Present

WHEREAS, O persons appeared to speak in favor of the application and

0 persons appeared to speak in opposition thereto, and the following exhibite
were presented for the record:

Plot plan and location map
Elevations

fpplicant's letter, undated

revised plot plan submitted 12/16/82

. oand

WHEREAS, the matter having been fully considered by this Commission, the
Planning Commission finds as follows:

That it is necessary to secure an appropriate improvement on the lot
and to prevent unreasonable hardship.

NOW, THEREFORE 1T 1S RESOLVED that the City Planning Commission hereby
o ___approves. ... the subject request, subject to the following conditions:

1. The owner record a deed restriction that the carport will not be
enclosed in a manner so as to reduce the visibility of any vehicle
entering into or exiting from the carport.

2. The owner waives the right to protest the formation of any and all
- public improvement districts. ! :
A\

(‘t, R 3 b
3. The Architectural Board of Refjied shall levetw the project.
4. No structures shall be permit gé\vn ﬁhe;ﬁhaded area on the submitted plan.
3 el

5,

Passed and adopted this 1gth day of December_ . ., 1982 by the
Planning Commission of the City of Santa Barbara, by the following vote:

AYES: 7 Abstained: g

NOES: 0 Absent: 0

CITY PLANMING COMMISSION
SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA

' hereby certify that the above Resolution was adopted by the Santa Barbara City
Planning Commission at its meeting of the above date.

— Qezfﬂ% e AF

Secfetary

.. Decenber 21, 1982
fate

HOTE: This action of the City Planning Commission shall become effective ten (1n)

days from date of mailing of this resolution copy, untess appealed to City Council
within that time.



